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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

I) E3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 22 July 2005 . 

2a)CD This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 15 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c) as being in improper form because 
a multiple dependent claim must be in the alternative only. See MPEP § 608.01 (n). 
Accordingly, the claim has been further treated on the merits as depending on claim 14. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

* 

3. The term "approximately" in claim 19 is a relative term which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "approximately" is not defined by the claim, the specification does 
not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in 
the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 1-3 and 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Akers (US Patent 3,573,817). 



Regarding claim 1 , Akers discloses Monitoring System that has the following 
claimed limitations: 

The claimed primary sensor adapted to measure a magnetic field and to produce 
a corresponding measurement signal is met by the magnetic sensor (column 2, lines 
25-29); 

The claimed secondary, non-magnetic, sensor adapted to detect the movement 
of objects in the vicinity of the primary sensor is met by the proximity sensor (column 2, 
lines 34-37); 

The claimed signal processor arranged in communication with the primary and 
secondary sensors is met by the control and encoder circuit (column 2, lines 40-54); 

The claimed signal processor is configured to identify temporal variations in the 
measurement signal due to the movement of a ferromagnetic object within an ambient 
magnetic field and to correlate the identified temporal variations in the measurement 
signal with movement of objects detected by the secondary, non-magnetic sensor, and 
to provide an output indicative of the presence of a ferromagnetic object in the vicinity of 
the primary sensor only in the presence of a correlation there-between is met by the 
device providing an output that indicates that one or more of the sensors has detected 
something (column 2, lines 40-54 and column 7, lines 49-66). It is obvious that the 
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device could be set up to provide an output when both the proximity sensor and the 
magnetic sensor are triggered. 

Regarding claim 2 , the examiner takes official notice that it is well known in the 
art to use infrared sensors to detect the presence of a person in proximity to the sensor. 

Regarding claim 3 , the claimed apparatus further comprising at least one of an 
audible warning device, a visual warning device , and an access control device for 
preventing access to a prohibited area, operable by the input from the signal processing 
means is met by the audible, visual and tactual warnings (column 8, lines 50-53). 

Regarding claim 14 , the use of a metal detector in proximity to a MRI device is a 
well known application of metal detectors and would therefore be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

Regarding claim 15 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 14 stated 

above. 



Regarding claim 16 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 1 stated 

above. 
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Regarding claim 17 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 14 stated 

above. 

6. Claims 4 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.SC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Akers in view of Diaz (US Patent 6,308,644). 

Regarding claim 4 , Akers discloses all of the claimed limitations except for the 
claimed access control device comprises at least one of a lock and a barrier. Diaz 
discloses Fail-Safe Access Control Chamber Security System that teaches using a 
metal detector near an entranceway with a lockable door to prevent people carrying 
illegal metal into certain areas (column 5, lines 1-35). Modifying Akers to be integrated 
into a lockable entryway would increase the functionality of the device to prevent people 
with unwanted metal to enter into certain areas. Therefore it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the device 
disclosed by Akers according to the teachings of Diaz to integrate a lockable door as 
the access control device. 

Regarding claim 20 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 4 stated 
above. The use of a metal detector in proximity to a MRI device is a well known 
application of metal detectors and would therefore be obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. 
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7. Claims 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
Akers in view of Yoo (US Patent 5,726,628). 
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103(a) as being unpatentable over 



Regarding claim 5 , Akers discloses all of the claimed limitations except for the 
claimed signal processor comprising a filter arranged to substantially reject spurious 
variations in the measured magnetic field. Yoo discloses Metal Detector System that 
has a high-pass filter incorporated therein to reject particular frequencies (column 4, 49- 
51 ). Adding a high-pass filter to Akers would help to make the device more accurate by 
only detecting particular frequencies. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the device disclosed by 
Akers according to the teachings of Yoo to comprise a filter. 

Regarding claim 6 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 5 stated above. 

Regarding claim 7 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 5 stated above. 
The particular frequency to reject would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art in 
order to provide them with the desired response. 

8. Claims 5, 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Akers in view of Johnstone et al. (Johnstone; US Patent 6,133,829). 
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Regarding claim 5 . Akers discloses all of the claimed limitations except for the 
claimed signal processor comprising a filter arranged to substantially reject spurious 
variations in the measured magnetic field. Johnstone discloses Walk Through Metal 
Detector System And Method that has a low-pass filter incorporated therein to reject 
particular frequencies (column 2, 28-31 ). Adding a low-pass filter to Akers would help to 
make the device more accurate by only detecting particular frequencies. Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the device disclosed by Akers according to the teachings of Johnstone to 
comprise a filter. 

Regarding claim 8 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 5 stated above. 

Regarding claim 9 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 5 stated above. 
The particular frequency to reject would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art in 
order to provide them with the desired response. 

9. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Akers in 
view of Turner et al. (Turner; US Patent Publication 2004/0000999). 

Regarding claim 10 , Akers discloses all of the claimed limitations except for the 
claimed signal processor comprising a comparator for comparing the amplitude of the 
output from the filter with an adjustable threshold level so as to indicate temporal 
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variations in the measurement signal due to the movement of a ferromagnetic object 
with an ambient magnetic field. Turner discloses System And Method For Scanning 
Carriers For Objects that has a processor that can adjust the threshold level and 
compare the received signal to the threshold level in order to determine if an object is 
detected or not (paragraph 40). Modifying the circuit of Akers to include a processor 
with the functionality to adjust the threshold level and compare the adjusted threshold to 
the received signal would allow the device to operate in many kinds of environments 
that may include background noise that would interfere with the signal. Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the device disclosed by Akers according to the teachings of Turner to include a 
device to adjust the threshold level and a comparator to compare the threshold level to 
the received signal. 

10. Claims 11-13, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Akers in view of Kopp (US Patent Publication 2003/0171669). 

Regarding claim 11 , Akers discloses all of the claimed limitations except for the 
claimed apparatus wherein the primary sensor has a first magnetic sensor comprising 
one of a fluxgate sensor, a magneto-resistive sensor, a magneto-impedance sensor, a 
hall-effect sensor, and a galvanic coil sensor. Kopp disclose MRI Protector that teaches 
using an array of hall-effect sensors to detect metal objects (abstract). Replacing the 
magnetic sensor with an array of hall-effect sensors would give the user more options to 
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be able to detect metal objects and hall-effect sensors are well known in the art to be 
used to detect metal or magnetic fields. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the device disclosed by 
Akers according to the teachings of Kopp to have an array of hall-effect sensors as the 
magnetic sensor. 

Regarding claim 12 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 1 1 stated 
above. The array of hall-effect sensors inherently includes more than one hall-effect 
sensor. 

Regarding claim 13 , Akers and Kopp disclose all of the claimed limitations. The 
claimed at least one of the first and second magnetic sensors being separable from the 
signal processor such that in use the at least one separable sensor may be disposed 
remotely to the signal processor is met by the sensors of Akers being able to be used 
as remote sensors (Akers: abstract). 

Regarding claim 18 , Akers discloses all of the claimed limitations except for the 
preferred mounting position is at the side of the entrance to the room in which the 
magnetic resonance imaging scanner is located. Kopp teaches mounting the metal 
detecting device near the entryway to an MRI device (paragraph 16). Placing the device 
of Akers by the doorway of an MRI device would allow the user to be alerted that they 
are carrying dangerous metal objects when they try to enter the room with the MRI 
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device. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the device disclosed by Akers according to the teachings 
of Kopp to place the device by the entryway of the MRI device. 

Regarding claim 19 , the claim is interpreted and rejected as claim 18 stated 
above. The claimed position is merely a choice of the user. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Travis R. Hunnings whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3118. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 am - 5:00 pm M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Daniel J. Wu can be reached on (571 ) 272-2964. The fax phone number for 

the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 
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